








































































INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S HILL SCHOOL SITE 

and essential, information concerning the .site and 
the types of research contributions it can offer. 
Obviously there is no reason to propose research 
on eighteenth century plantation development if 
only early twentieth century ceramics are present. 
Nor is it perhaps appropriate to explore questions 
focused on subsistence if no fauna! n1aterials are 
present. This first step is typically addressed 
through the survey investigations, often with 
supporting documentation provided by historic 
research. 

Next, it is important to understand the 
historic context of the site - what is the history of 
the project area and of the specific locality? 
Research questions must. be posed with an 
understanding of this context and the context helps 
to direct the focus of research. The development of 
a historic context can be a lengthy process. 
Fortunately Rowland et al. (1996) have recently 
completed an overview of the Beaufort area "s 
history up to the Civil War and this provides an 
impressive context for many investigations of this 
type. 

Associated with the development of the 
context is the formation of research questions 
applicable to the site, its Collfext, alld its data sets. 
Often this research will grow out of previous 
projects in the area. Certainly topics of exceptional 
interest continue to be the examination of 
eighteenth and nineteenth century plantations in 
the Beaufort District. Recently, we are also 
beginning to distinguish between the size and 
complexity of the various plantations found on the 
landscape, recognizing that not all plantations are 
11equal11 or present the same archaeological 
assemblage (see, for example, Adams et al. 1995; 
Kennedy and Roberts 1993; and Trinkley and 
Hacker 1996). 

Ne>.'! it is essential to compare the data 
sets with the research questions - the information 
necessary to address the research questions must 
be present at the site, else posing the question is 
meaningless in the evaluative process. focnsing on 
small projects, it may be more ·appropriate to 
concentrate on only one or perhaps two research 
questions and devote the energy necessary to fully 
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explore them, then to propose a range of questions 
which can be only superficially explored with the 
data sets or resources available. 

Finally, Townsend et al. recognize that not 
all research questions are of equal importance and 
that only those of fairly high value should be 
considered in the evaluation of National Register 
eligibility. Of all the steps this may be the most 
difficult to address. Some research questions 
proposed may seem pedestrian. Our society has 
viewed history as great events happening to great 
individuals. Many view architectural significance 
with the same jaundiced eye - significance being 
equated with white coln= and famous architects. 
And certainly if the available archaeological studies 
of low country plantations are examined, there is 
a similar bias toward big plantations with relatively 
grand lifeways. Curiously, we know much less 
about the common planter or yeoman farmer -
and their probably more vernacular architecture -
than we do about the famous or the high style. 
Some historians have referred to the common 
person as the "invisible person.' Others have 
offered some understanding using the concept of 
the "marginal man." It is consequently important to 
understand that significance of archaeological 
research questions is not judged from the 
perspective of the wealth, or power, or prestige of 
the historic persons involved. It is judged from the 
perspective of what the research can tell us abont 
the past that traditional historical research cannot. 

This approach, of course, has been 
developed for use documenting eligibility of sites 
actually being nominated to the National Register 
of Historic Places where the evaluation process 
must stand alone, with relatively little reference to 
other documentation where only, typically, one 
discrete site is being considered. In the case of 
survey evaluations some modifications of the 
approach seem reasonable, if not actually essential. 
Regardless, the approach advocated by Townsend 
et al. encourages fesearchers to carefully consider, 
and justify, their recommendations regarding 
National Register eligibility. 

Beyond the goals outlined and the 
methodology for reaching them discussed here, no 
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further research questions were proposed for this 
initial study. It was essentially exploratiVe and 
explicative, attempting to help the Beaufort School 
District better understand the archaeological 
resources they might likely encounter on this 
particular parcel. 

Implemented Methodology 

We discovered that the one day of historic 
research was entirely too limited to allow a realistic 
appraisal, and understanding, of the resources. As 
a result we spent about 2112 days conducting 
historical research at the Beaufort County Register 
of Mesne Conveyances, the South Car6lina 
Department of Archives and History, the Thomas 
Cooper Library, and the South · Caroliniana 
Library. Even this expanded research failed to 
explore all of the materials available locally, and 
no effort was made to use materials kno\vn to be 
located at the National Archives. 

The proposed field methodology changed 
little. We inserted shovel test transects between 
those conducted at 200-foot intervals during the 
reconnaissance level study, so that the entire tract 
was covered by tests at 100 foot intervals. As a 
result of this work 220 shovel tests were excavated 
at 100 foot intervals Oil transects spaced 100 feet 
apart (121 during the reconnaissance and 99 during 
this intensive study). The original transects were 
numbered 1 through 11, with the additional 
transects number 12 through 20 (Figure 12). 

Although the historical research had 
identified two structures on Stuart's Road and a 
third on U.S. 21, the shovel testing failed to 
specifically reveal their locations. As a 
consequence, additional shovel testing was 
conducted on three transects (numbered 21 
through 23) parallel to the road. Conducted at 25-
foot intervals, a total of 64 shovel tests were 
excavated. Since these tests suggested that the 
structures had either been very ephemeral, or more 
likely had been very aggressively removed, no 
effort was made to identify the archaeological 
location of the third structure situated along U.S. 
21. 

During the running of 100-foot transects, 

we identified several areas of architectural debris 
along the edge of the bluff overlooking the marsh. 
Given the density of these remains, we decided to 
place three additional transects in this area, with 
the resulting 43 shovel tests all excavated at 25-foot 
intervals. 

Based on the 100-foot transects we 
identified what appeared to be two concentrations 
of remains in the field area. We chose one area to 
conduct close interval testing, with shovel tests at 
every 50-feet. This work resulted in the excavation 
of an additional 62 shovel tests. 

Taken together, the site area was explored 
with the placement of 389 shovel tests. These 
shovel tests were approximately 1-foot square and 
were excavated to subsoil, typically a yellow sand. 
All fill was screened through V.-inch mesh and the 
holes were backfilled afterwards. 

Finally, we selected two areas for the 
excavation of 5-foot units. One area, 10 feet north 
of ST 6 on T 5, designed TP 1, was selected 
because adjacent shovel tests revealed a moderate 
density of remains. Another area, 20 feet south of 
ST 6 on T 6, designated TP 2, was selected since it 
appeared to be situated on the edge of the site 
core. We hoped that these two units would better 
help us understand the density of materials at the 
site. We chose not to place a unit in the densest 
portion of the site, given the short length of time 
available for the study. 

These formal units were excavated by hand 
with all fill screened through 1,4-mesh. Shell and 
brick was noted, but not weighted, and was 
discarded in the field. A small soil sample, about 
1 cup, was retained from each unit. At the 
conclusion of the excavations, the unit was 
!rowelled (Figure 13) , photographed in black and 
white print fihn and color print film, and was 
drawn. Vertical control was maintained through 
reference to shovel tests and horizontal control was 
maintained by reference to the ground surface. 
Given the limited time allocated to the testing, no 
effort was made to identify permanent datum 
points on the property. Afterwards both units were 
backfilled. 
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Both units revealed 0.8 to 1.0 foot of very 
dark grayish-brown (10YR3/2) loam or loamy sand 
overlying a subsoil of light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sand. Plowscars, although not deep, 
were common in both units (Figure 14 ). The soils 
tended to be somewhat moist, making screening 
difficult. Neither unit revealed features, although 
artifact content and variety was generally 
in1pressive. 

Identified Site 

One hundred forty-six of the 389 shovel 
tests (37.5%) were positive, containing cultural 
remains (pottery, ceramics, glass, nails, flakes, 
brick, or other materials). In addition, seven 
distinct areas of dense surface remains were also 
encountered. These different surface collection 
areas and positive shovel tests arc plotted Figure 
12 in order to help establish the overall site 
boundaries. 

The identified site has been recorded at 
the S.C. Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology as 38BU1689. The central UTM 
for this site is E524100 N3599350. It is estimated 
to measure about 1,400 feet east-west by as much 
as 900 feet north-south, based on the dispersion of 
both surface remains and positive shovel tests. This 
distnbution is found from the marsh edge 
southward to within a few hundred feet of Stuarts 
Road. The site tends to be situated slightly off
center east-west, with the eastern boundary within 
about 100 feet of the property line, while the 
western boundary is from 200 to 400 feet east of 
us 21. 

The site is found on both 01isolm. and 
Coosaw soils, and it seems that the densest 
concentrations of historic materials may be found 
in the central portion of the tract, where the better 
drained Chisolm soils are found. 

Since the site covers such a large area, 
there are a number of different vegetation areas 
included. Fairly dense remains were found in the 
open, fallow field, as well as in several of the food 
plots. Portions of the site are found in areas of 
planted pines, as well as in the maritime 
hardwoods adjacent to the marsh edge. 
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The topography, vegetation, and shovel 
tests all confrrm that virtually all of the site area 
has been cultivated at one time. The shovel tests, 
however, do not reveal Ap horizons deeper than 
about LO foot and the plowzone appears somewhat 
more shallow in several areas (suggestive of mule 
plowing, which typically does less damage than 
modern equipment). 

The Prehistoric Assemblage 

The intensive survey, just like the earlier 
reconnaissance study, resulted in the recovery of 
both prehistoric and historic materials. The current 
work, however, reveals that the prehistoric 
n1aterials represent a thin wash across the entire 
site area. All of the recovered materials are highly 
eroded and virtually all of the pottery is heavily 
plow fragmented - indicative of the extensive 
plowing. 

These prehistoric lithic materials include a 
fragment of a Late Archaic me ta volcanic Savannah 
River Stemmed projectile point, a chert Caraway 
projectile point, a chert Clarksville projectile point 
and a small quantity of chert flakes. Prehistoric 
pottery includes both Deptford, Savannah and 
Irene wares, although since most of the pottery is 
under 1-inch in diameter, much cannot be 
classified. 

The Deptford pottery includes plain, cord 
marked, fabric impressed, and simple stamped. The 
paste in this small sample is somewhat variable, 
although it tends toward coarse sand. The 
Savannah wares are less common and only a single 
cord marked specimen was identified. Several 
complicated stamped sherds are classified as Irene. 

While scattered shell is certainly present, 
these prehistoric remains do not appear associated 
with shell middens. In fact, the shell occurs in site 
areas where prehistoric remains are not present, so 
it is just as likely associated with the historic 
occupation. The prehistoric remains are also 
somewhat unusual in the presence of lithic 
materials. 

The presence of the lithics at this site, 
coupled with a non-shell midden setting is of 
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special research interest. Within the context of · 
prehistoric settlements in the low country, this is a 
site type which needs much more study. The data 
sets, however, include only lithics and pottery. No 
other tools were collected. The one fragment of 
daub recovered from the shovel testing was 
associated only with historic materials and may 
represent material from a slave structure, rather 
than an Indian house. No fauna] or floral remains 
were identified in tight association with the 
prehistoric remains. And, of course, no prehistoric 
features were encountered (although none were 
expected on the basis of a shovel test survey). 

When the assemblage's integrity is 
examined, it appears that the prehistoric wares are 
not well preserved. Extensive plowing has reduced 
the size of materials suitable for analysis. In 
addition, we have been able to pinpoint no 
concentrations of prehistoric remains - they seem 
rather evenly spread over the entire tract. 

Consequently, we do not believe that the 
prehistoric component at 38BU1689 is capable of 
addressing the research questions appropriate for 
a site of this type .. AB a result, we do not 
recommend the prehistoric assemblage at 
38BU1689 as eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register. We do not believe that any further 
management activity is necessary concerning these. 
prehistoric remains. 

The Colonial and Antebellum. ABsemblage 

Historic materials include specimens from 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. We 
recovered a range of domestic and architectural 
specimens and several areas of the site produced 
small concentrations of brick and mortar. The very 
few specimens suggestive of an occupation into the 
twentieth century are discussed in a following 
section. 

The colonial and antebellum assemblage 
has been broken into five different areas. Three 
are along the marsh edge (Figure 15) and two are 
further inland, covering much of the eastern third 
to half of the project tract. Each will be briefly 
discussed. 

Two of the three areas along the marsh 
include rather dense structural remains. The 
eastern area measures about 80 feet east-west by 
40 feet north-south, while the western area 
measures about 90 feet east-west by about 30 feet 
north-south. Although representing two distinct 
areas of structural rubble, both are found in a 
context of dense subsurface remains, suggesting 
that while they may represent two clusters of one 
or more structures each, they are situated in a 
dense site area represented by a quantity of 
remains (Figures 16 and 17). 

The structural remains found at the two 
locations are very similar, although the eastern 
area does appear to be denser with perhaps three 
distinct piles identifiable during the survey. Both 
areas, however, produced large fragments of tabby, 
tabby or mortar bricks, fired clay bricks, and what 
appears to be coquina. This last material is 
especially unusual and rnay be representative of the 
materials noted in the vicinity of the ferry by 
Ruffin during the late antebellum. Although no 
distinct foundations or fire boxes could be 
distinguished, a number of edges were found and 
with additional time it is likely that much of this 
"rubble" could probably be distinguished as specific 
features. 

These structural remains are of special 
importance 1='ince their investigation can provide 
critical information on plantation activities and 
layout. In particular, it may be possible to 
distinguish specific functional areas of the 
plantation. Too frequently archaeological studies 
focus on the most visible aspects of the plantation 
- often the main house or formal slave row -with 
little or no attention paid to the vast number of 
other structures common to the plantation 
landscape. The presence of a number of 
architectural loci suggests the possibility to explore 
these different plantation areas. In addition, these 
remains can also help us understand the use of this 
coquina-like material and its integration into the 
building technology of low country plantations. 
Although we have seen this material used in 
buildings in Savannah, Georgia (the Owens
Thomas Carriage House, for example), we have 
not seen it in South Carolina contexts. 
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Figure 17. Tabby rubble in the woods adjacent to the marsh edge. 

Fignre 18. Pot hole dug in the marsh, view to the southwest. 
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Coupled with the structural remains, a 
series of three transects with shovel tests at 25-foot 
intervals along the edge of the bluff inland for 
about 75 feet, revealed a dense concentration of 
domestic material associated not only with the 
surface remains, but also with the intervening area. 
In general, the bluff edge appears to represent a 
very densely occupied site area. Materials are 
encountered over an area at least 500 to 600 feet 
along the marsh edge. This is an exceptionally 
important part of the total site area. 

The data sets at these two loci (and their 
intervening dense concentration of artifacts) are 
quite varied, including both domestic and 
architectural remains. Clearly there are a variety of 
important research questions which they may 
reasonably be expected to address. Further, this 
portion of the site appears to be in good (western 
section) to excellent (eastern section) condition. Of 
greatest concern is the amount of erosion present 
in the western section of this area. As discussed 
below, there is considerable evidence that a 
portion of the main plantation has been Jost to 
erosion. 

Consequently, we recommend these bluff 
edge components as eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Although 
normally green spacing is the preferred option, 
given the high impact and use of school sites, 
coupled with the potential for damage during 
construction and the potential for future erosion in 
this area, we do not encourage green spacing. We 
believe that an appropriate, well-desigoed green 
spacing program might be as costly as data 
recovery. In particular, green spacing would require 
an aggressive program of erosion control along the 
marsh bluff, coupled with site burial. Through data 
recovery the important information could be 
retrieved, freeing this area for normal use and 
relieving the School Board of Jong-term concerns 
over erosion control. 

The third marsh area is situated in the 
marsh itself. During the study we noticed that 
erosion has scalloped or cut into the bluff area for 
about 300 feet. It is likely that up"'.ards of 100 feet 
have been lost. Although we have not made an 
e>.tensive study of this, it is possible that this 
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erosion has been encouraged by a plantation 
landing at this location, perhaps with an artificial 
channel encouraging greater water movement in 
this area. 

On the hard marsh at the edge of the bluff 
we recovered a small collection of relatively large 
artifacts - several bottle bases and a portion of a 
large ceramic vessel. Our investigation also 
revealed that the marsh was being pot hunted. No 
fewer than 12 distinct holes, with adjacent spoil 
were counted (Figure 18). A number of broken or 
discarded artifacts were found in or adjacent to 
these spoil piles. The holes appear to represent 
either efforts probing for the recovery of artifacts, 
or more likely areas where a metal detector has 
been used. The pothunting of marsh areas is 
relatively uncommon, but reveals that significant 
quantities of artifacts have eroded out the bluff 
edge and are now deposited in the marsh. There 
may also be some buried wood material, perhaps 
from lost boats or the landing area itself. 

This is an exceptionally important site 
area, even though it has been extensively damaged 
by erosion. Since it is situated in the marsh and is 
not likely an area slated for constrnction, we have 
not focused much research efforts on the area. 
Nevertheless, we do believe there is sufficient 
information to suggest that the remains of the 
landing or materials associated with the landing 
may be eligible, since they are redeposited. 
Regardless, other issues which must be considered 
are the stabilizing of this section of marsh to 
reduce erosion (if an effort is_ made to green space 
the upland portion of the marsh edge site 
previously discussed) and measures to stop the site 
looting (which will ahnost certainly spread to the 
site itself, especially when the woods are opened 
up by construction activities). 

Moving somewhat further inland, two 
dense site areas have been found, adjacent to one 
another, on the east central portion of the tract. 
These two areas blur together to cover an area 
measuring about 900 feet north-south and 400 feet 
east-west. One concentration appears to be in the 
center of this area, while a second is further 
toward the marsh. The more southerly 
concentration was the area subjected to close 
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Figure 19. Planted pines in the central portion of site where dense remains were found. View to the east. 

interval testing and this is also the area where two 
5-foot units were excavated. The entire area is 
dominated by planted pines (Figure J 9). 

Postbellum Remains 

As previously mentioned, three structures 
were identified on the 1919 map of the site area, 
with several of these structures present until the 
middle of the twentieth century. In an effort to 
locate these remains, three transects were 
excavated adjacent to Stnart's Road with shovel 
tests at 25-foot intervals. 

Relatively few remains were found in these 
tests. Although there was a modest, albeit small, 
concentration probably representing the eastern 
structure, the western one was much less well 
defined. We were unable to fiud any of the 
artifacts or features commonly found at tenant 
sites, such as bricks, metal fragments, or domestic 
plantings ( chinaberry trees or daffodils, for 
example). We were not even able to find 
convenient access from the road into the posited 
yard areas. 

The exceptionally low number of data sets, 
coupled with the evidence that these structures 
were aggressively removed sometime in the mid
t\ventieth century, supports our recommendation 
that these postbellum assemblages are not eligible 
for inclusion on the National Register. We 
recommend no additional management activities in 
these areas. 

The failure to recover substantial materials 
from these two sites on Stuart's Road, coupled 
with our failure to recover any historic material in 
routine transect shovel testing, were the primary 
reasons that no effort was made to identify the 
third structure shown on the 1919 map. 

Our survey also failed to identify any 
materials which could reasonably be associated 
with a school along Stuart's Road. Based on 
research at Woodville Academy in Sumter County 
(Trinkley et al. 1985), as well as research at 
Mitchelville on Hilton Head Island (Trinkley 
1986), suggests that the school would have had a 
fairly weak archaeological signature. Regrettably, 
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no clear evidence of the school was encountered. 
Perhaps the most likely prospect is the surface 
material recovered at Area 5, and lumped with the 
materials thought to be associated with the western 
structure shown on the 1919 map. 

The Archaeological Collection 

Table 1 lists the artifacts recovered from 
the shovel tests and surface areas, while the test 
unit materials are listed in Table 2. Even a quick 
examination reveals an exceptional array of 
materials from a long occupation span. 

The ceramics recovered from the site 
include very early eighteenth century wares such as 
North Devon gravel tempered and lead glazed 
slipwares; mid-eighteenth century wares such as 
Nottingham stoneware, white salt glazed 
stoneware, delft, and Westerwald; late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth century wares, such as 
crean1ware and pearlware; and mid-nineteenth 
century wares such as whiteware. 

When the mean ceramic date is calculated 
for units 1 and 2, the resulting dates fall into the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century (Tables 3 
and 4 ). When all of the wares from the site 
(excepting those from the two units, which 
represent very spatially concentrated materials) are 
used for an overall mean date, the result is much 
later - 1806.5 (Table 5). 

Assuming that the plantation has a date 
range of about 1740 to 1860, the mean historic 
date would be 1800 - surprisingly close to the 
mean ceramic date obtained for the overall site. 
Consequently, it is fairly safe to assume that the 
plantation has seen essentially continuous 
occupation from the early eighteenth century until 
the Civil War. 

Both high status motifs, such as transfer 
prints and painted wares, and low status edged and 
annular wares are present in the assemblage, 
suggesting that both owner and slave are probably 
represented in the collections. Stonewares, besides 
those mentioned, include both utilitarian salt 
glazed and alkaline glazed specimens and also 
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ginger bee.r bottle fragments. 

The container glass is dominated by 
"black" glass, including both specimeru; which 
appear to date from the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. Also present is brown, aqua, and clear 
glass. From the site area toward Stuart's Road, 
"modem" clear, green, and light green glass is 
found, as well as a few specimens of manganese 
glass. 

Architectural remains are only locally 
common, suggesting that at least a few of shovel 
tests were likely in the vicinity of structural 
remains. Materials recovered are limited to window 
glass and nails. The nails, unfortunately, were in 
very poor condition, probably the result of the 
relatively moist soil conditions. 

Tobacco pipe bowls and stems are present, 
although not especially common. Only the one 
furniture item, a brass tack, was recovered. 
Likewise, only one arms artifact, a piece of lead 
shot, was found. 

Although personal group items are absent, 
several clothing group specimens were recovered. 
One, from Unit 1, is of special interest. It is an 
example of South's Type 9 button of white metal. 
Stamped on the face is "71." This button was lost 
by a British soldier during one of the times the 
plantation was occupied. The other buttons 
recovered from the site are representative of 
civilian use. 

When the collections from the two 
excavation units are examined, they can be seen to 
be very similar. ln both cases kitchen artifacts 
dominate the assemblage, accounting for over 80% 
of the recovered materials. Architectural remains 

· account for between 11 and 14%, with the other 
groups following between less than 1 % np to about 
4%. 

This pattern is very similar to the Carolina 
Slave Artifact Pattern (Garrow 1982), although the 
collection is small and there is likely some blending 
of both owner and slave assemblages. Nevertheless, 
it suggests that the upland assemblage samples by 
the two test units may represent at least part of the 
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Artifacts Recovered from the Shovel Tests 
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TISTI 2 
T4 ST6 1 3 1 1 
T4STI 1 
T4STU 
T5 ST1 
TS ST4 I 2 I 5 1 1 1 
TS ST5 1 3 ' 1 I 3 1 1 3 
T5 ST6 4 1 ' 1 
TS STS ' ~ TS ST9 1 1 I 
rs sno 1 2 1 I 1 
T5 SI12 1 

~ T6 SB 1 3 I 
T6ST6 1 2 ;i T6STI I a T6 STll 1 1 

~ TI ST2 1 
TI ST3 1 0 z 
TI STI 1 

~ T7STI2 1 
T8ST4 1 

!:l TS ST5 1 
T8 ST7 1 "' t::: 
T8ST8 2 ;::; 
T8 ST'> 3 "' l'> ST4 1 
T9 ST6 1 I 
T9 ST8 
n sno 1 
nosn 4 
TIOSTI 3 3 
T12 ST4 1 

== 3 
rn sno 1 
TI3 ST4 1 
TI3 ST5 1 3 
T13 ST6 1 4 1 2 
TI3 STI 1 I 
ru sno I 
TI4STI I 
TI4ST3 2 ... ,_. 
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Table l, continued. 
Artifacts Recovered from the Shovel Tests 

Creamware Pearlware WhitewMe WmdO'W Kaolin Pi:Qe UID Smill 
Prov Delft LGS u • u hE 'E • u • I]> • Por Glass Glass Nails B s Iron D S Sherds F CSPP Daub Bone Cblono SW Other 
T14 ST4 1 2 

~ T14 ST5 1 2 0 I 1 
Tl4 ST6 I 1 1 
T14ffi0 I 1 1 1 1 "' 
Tll STll 1 ~ 
TJ5SD 1 

~ T15 ,:,'Ill 3 
116 ST7 1 
TI7 STS 1 
Tl7 STlO l 0 

'" TIS ST! 1 0 
1"21 ST4 1 1 Q 
T21 STS 3 ~ T21 ST6 1 
T'.!l ST9 2 1 "' 
1"21 mo I ~ T21 STll 1 
T21 STI3 I 
Til STI5 1 0 ., 
Til ST::!O 1 

~ T22 ST9 1 
T22 STlO I 2 1 1 "' T'..2 ST11 5 3 1 1 1 I :;<! 

0 
T'....2 STI2 2 1 2 1 "' T22 ST13 2 0 0 

"' T'l.2 ST14 1 
.., 
"' TI:! STl5 2 

~ == 1 . 

T'l..3 m 1 
rn m 1 ol 
T'-3 ST6 1 

~ T23 sno 2 
T23 STll 1 "' T"..3 ST12 3 @ 
T'..A sn 0 8 T.!SSTI 0 

'" nsm 1 

~ TIS SH I 
TIS SJ5 1 
T.!5ST7 1 1 1 
T'..5 STI! 
T'..5 ST9 1 
T'..5 STll 1 1 1 
T25 ST13 1 



Table 1, continued. 
Artifacts Recovered from the Shovel Tests 

Creamware Pearl ware Whiteware Wmdow Kaolin Pipe UID Sm.U 
Prov Delft LGS u a u he •e a u a •e e Po< Glass Gla:i.s Nails B s Irou D s Sh.,-d, F CSPP Daub Bone Colono SW Other 
T'..5 ST15 2 2 1 
T'..5 ST16 2 1 
T'l..5 ST17 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 
T'..5 STI8 2 3 
T'..5 ST19 1 1 1 1 
T'..5 ST1..0 1 1 1 
T25 SD! 
T'-6 sn 1 
1'26STI 2 1 1 1 
TI6 SD 2 1 2 1 ' 1:!6 ST4- 4 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 
T.:!6 ST5 1 4 2 I ~ T.!6 ST6 1 ' 1 - s T26 ST8 I 

T'..6 ST9 I 2 

~ T.!6 STlO 2 2 
1'26 ST 11 2 1 1 2 1 
N200E350 1 2 ::l 
N'..50El50 1 I ~ N250E'.!50 1 I 
N250E300 1 1 1 z 
N300E150 2 1 

~ N300E250 3 
N300E350 1 

[;l N300E450 2 
N350E150 I 1 ~ N350EWO I 
N350E250 1 1 1 "' 
N350E300 1 2 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 
N350E350 1 1 1 
N350E400 2 2 
N350El50 1 1 1 
N350E550 2 
N400E250 1 1 1 
N400E350 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 
N400E450 2 1 1 1 
N450EL"O 1 
N450E200 
N450E250 1 1 
N450F300 2 2 
N450E350 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 I 3 
N450E400 1 1 1 2 2 3 I 3 
N450E450 1 1 1 1 2 
N500E250 1 1 ... 

"' 



... ... 

Table 1, continned 
Artifacts Recovered from the Shovel Tests 

Crromware Pearlware Whitev.iare Window Kaolin PiEe UID Small 
Prov Delft LGS u a u h~ tE • u • tE e Por Glass Glasi; Nails B s Irnn D s Sherds F CSPP Daub Bone Colona SW Other 
N500E350 1 1 2 
N500E450 1 I 2 2 1 
N550E250 I 1 
N550E350 3 1 
N55DBIOO 

Surfac~ 1 1 I 8 I 2 5 I 
Surface.'.! 2 I I 1 I 
Surface 3 • 2 1 1 3 
Surface 4 I 2 I I 2 1 6 20 3 I 
Surface 5 2 1 
Surlaoe 6 I I I 5 1 3 I 
Surlao< 7 I 3 r 
Surface 8 1 I 2 I I 2 1 

LGS = lead glazed slipware, u = wideoorated, a = annular, hp = hand painted, tp => tramfer printed, e = edged, Por = porcelain. Glass => container gias.s. B = bowl, S = stem, 
D = Deptford ponery, S = Savannah pottery, P = flakes, CSPP = projectile point, SW = stoneware 
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large Roupclmonde slave 
settlen1ent. 

FIELD INVESTIGATION AND RESULTS 

Table 2. 
Artifacts Recovered from Test Pits 1 and 2 

The materials 
recovered fron1 the- survey 
efforts at 38BU1689 are very 
interesting, representing son1e 
of the earliest materials found 
in a plantation context in 
Beaufort County. In addition, 
the quantity of remains (even 
from the earliest period) is very 
in1pressive, sugge-stive of an 
intensively occupied settlement. 
In addition, the recovery of the 
one British military button 
offers a tantalizing glin1pse into 
this little researched aspect of 
Beaufort's history. 

It is difficult, even with 
this large assemblage to 
evaluate the nature or function 
of the different site areas. 

Kitchen Ciroup 
Ceramics 
Glass 

Architectural Group 
Window glai;s 
Nails 

Furniture Group 
Brass tack 

Anns Group 
Lead shot 

Tobacco Group 
Pipe stems 
Pipe bmvls 

Overall, the proportion of less Clothing Group 
expensive annular and edged Button 

wares is very similar to that of 
the more costly hand painted 
and transfer printed patterns 
( 45.6% to 54.5% ). It is likely 
that much more carefully delineated site areas are 
necessary before these differences will be apparent. 

A final artifact type worthy of brief 
n1ention is anirnal bone. Although the soils are 
both acidic and n1oist, anin1al bone was recovered 
from 17 different shovel tests. In most cases tests 
yielding faunal remains were clustered together 
(for example, Transect 5, Shovel Tests 4-6). Not 
only does the recovery of this quantity of aninrnl 
bone suggest that dietary studies may be 
appropriate at this site, but it also suggests that the 
plowing has only mininrnlly dispersed materials and 
that distinct concentrations arc likely present. 

Test Pit 1 

131 
105 

20 
20 

7 
4 

290 

81.5% 

13.8% 

0.3% 

03% 

3.8% 

0.3% 

28 
26 

2 
5 

2 

64 

Test Pit 2 

84.4% 

10.9% 

3.1% 

1.6% 
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INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S HILL SCHOOL SITE 

Table 3. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 1 

Date Mean Date 
Cerantic Rafll!'e (xi) (fil fix xi 

Underglaze blue porcelain 1660-1800 1730 2 3460 

Nottinghan1 stoneware 1700-1810 1755 1 1755 
Westenvald 1700-1775 1738 1 1738 
White SG SW 1740-1775 1758 2 3516 

Lead glazed slipware 1679-1795 1733 16 27728 

Clouded wares 1740-1779 1755 3 5265 

Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 2 3500 
Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 7 12040 

North Devon 1650-1775 1713 2 3426 

Creamware, undecorated 1762-18'.!0 1791 29 51939 

Pearlware, poly hand paint 1795-1815 1805 4 72'.!0 
blue hand paint 1780-1820 1800 4 7200 
blue trans print 1795-1840 1818 5 9090 
edged 1780-1830 1805 3 5415 
annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 3 5415 
undecorated 1780-1830 1805 15 27075 

White\vare., blue edged 1826-1880 1853 1 1853 
blue trans print 1831-1865 1848 1 1848 
non-blue trans 1826-1875 1851 2 3702 
annular 1831-1900 1866 1 1866 
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 15 27900 

119 212,951 

212,951+119 = 17895 Table 4. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 2 

Date Mean Date 
Ceramic Ran~e ptij {fi) fix ri 

White SO SW 1740-1775 1758 1 1758 
Le:id glazed slipware 1679-1795 1733 4 6932 
Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 1 1720 
Nortl:t Devon 1650-1775 1713 1 1713 

Creamware, undec 176:!-1820 1791 9 16119 

Pearlwllre, blue hp 1780-18"20 1800 2 3600 
'"1!1ular 1790-1820 1805 1 1805 
undoc 1780-1830 1805 4 7ZlfJ 

Whiteware, edged 1826-1880 1853 1 1&53 
blue tp 1831-1865 1848 1 1848 
non-b tp 1816-1875 1&51 , 3701 
=ular 1831-1900 1866 1866 
undec 1813-1900 1860 15 27900 

23 40,867 

40,867 .;- 23 - 1776.8 
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FIELD INVESTIGATION AND RESULTS 

Table 5. 
Mean C,eramic Date Shovel Tests and Surface Materials 

Date Mean Date 
Ceramic Range (xi) [fi) fix xi 

Underglaze blue porcelain 1660-1800 1730 6 10380 

Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 2 3476 
White SG SW 1740-1775 1758 4 7032 
White SGSW, scratch blue 1744-1775 1760 2 3520 

Lead glazed slipware 1679-1795 1733 13 22529 

CloudCd wares 1740-1779 1755 1755 

Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 1 1750 
Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 4 6880 

North Devon 1650-1775 1713 1713 

Cream\vare, annular 1780-1815 1798 1 1798 
undecorated 1762-1820 1791 41 73431 

Pearlware, poly hand paint 1795-1815 1805 4 7220 
btue hand paint 1780-1820 1800 5 9000 

blue trans print 1795-1840 1818 7 12726 
edged 1780-1830 1805 4 7220 
annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 5 9025 
undecorated 1780-1830 1805 24 43320 

Whiteware, green edged 1816-1830 1828 1 1828 
blue edged 1826-1880 1853 2 . 3706 
blue trans. print 1831-1865 1848 4 7392 
non-blue trans 1826-1875 1851 1 1851 
annular 1831-1900 1866 8 14928 
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 40 __lliQ1 

183 330.586 

330.586 + 183 - 1806..5 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Site 38BU1689 contains essentially three 
assemblages - a prehistoric assemblage, a colonial 
and antebellum assemblage, and a postbellum or 
early twentieth century assemblage. The 
discussions in the previous section has assessed 
each of these assemblages for their eligibility on 
the National Register of Historic Places. The 
prehistoric components and the late postbellum or 
twentieth century components have been 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register and, for these, no additional 
management activities are recommended. 

The colonial and antebellum plantation 
remains, ho\vever, have been recommended as 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. This assemblage' may be divided 
into five distinct areas or loci. Three are along or 
in the marsh, while two are situated further inland 
in the planted pines on the eastern central portion 
of the school tract. 

This site appears to possess the data sets, 
and to exhibit sufficient integrity, to address a 
broad range of questions, including 

• early plantation settlement and 
development of this portion of 
Beaufort District (au area for 
which we have ahnost no 
information); 

• plantation organization with a 
special focus on the, structural 
remains at the edge of the marsh 
(again a topic which has received 
relatively little attention); 

• plantation dietary patterns, 
perhaps with a focus on change 
over tin1e if discrete features are 
found (this is a topic which has 

received considerable attention, 
but often the collections are too 
small to allow auy strong 
couclusions); 

• the !ifeways of a small, but 
successful planter in a remote 
section of the district, well 
removed from the highly 
profitable sea island cotton 
plantations (another topic which 
has been only briefly explored); 
and 

• evidence of military activities on 
the plantation (especially 
significant since this plantation is 
known to have been frequently 
used by British forces during the 
American Revolution). 

While additional topics can likely be devised, these 
at least offer some indication of the site's 
significance. 

The current investigations have 
dramatically reduced the overall size of the 
sen0itive, or eligible, areas of the site. Nevertheless, 
the significant portious of the site still cover 
approximately half of the property, including all of 
the area proposed for the elementary school. 

Figure 20 illustrates the locations of these 
significant site areas, also revealing the density of 
materials at the various locations. The test units 
also clearly document the density of materials at 
the site, with even the unit placed at the edge of 
the site loci producing 63 historic artifacts. 

This site is very fragile, with materials 
found on the surface or within the upper foot 
(although buried features like foundations, wells, 
and trash pits are very likely present since there is 
no indication of deep plowing or other significant 
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CONCLUSIONS 

disturbances). Construction related activities 
ranging from clearing and gruhbing, tc> building, to 
utility construction, to road improvements, to 
landscaping could all dootroy this site. In addition, 
we. are also seeing evidence that the site is being 
looted and this expose will only as the site area is 
opened up and visitors increase. Once in use the 
school will continue to have a negative impact on 
the resources, as students disturb the soil and pick 
up artifacts. Erosion along the marsh edge will also 
continue, perhaps even increasing as the vegetat~on 
of the area and water run-off changes. 

Recommendations 

Green spacing is often the preferred 
alternative for site preservation. It "banks11 the site 
for future generations and is often a cost-effective 
approach. This technique, however, requires that 
the site can be 11put aside11 in perpetuity, with the 
assurance that it will not be impacted by 
development or use activities. Further, a 
preservation plan must be developed and 
implemented which details how the site will be 
protected. 

In the current situation, we do not believe 
that green spacing is an appropriate response. We 
believe that, first, it will be very difficult to green 
space the entire site and still productively use the 
tract. The placement of the site opens up a portion 
of the acreage, but precludes use of other areas. 
Second, we do not believe that the School District 
is in a position to take on site preservation 
activities. With limited, and fluctuating budgets, 
long-range preservation activitiec; may uOt be 
possible. Third, \Ve are not certain that sufficient 
preservation measures can be taken to ensure that 
the site is not damaged by routine use. As 
n1entioned earlier, school kids can be incredibly 
active and quickly wear down ground areas. 
Finally, any preservation plan would also need to 
address the continued erosion of the site, and this 
is likely to be very costly. 

We believe that data recovery is a better 
option in this particular case. Once excavations 
were completed, the site area would be entirely 
opened up for development activities and use 
without restriction. This would allow the school 

district to maximize the use of the tract. 

Data recovery activities, in brief, would 
include: 

• additional historical research, 
including the use of National 
Archives resources~ 

• hand clearing of the pine trees 
covering a substantial portion of 
the inland site area to allow for 
block excavations; 

• block excavation, by hand, to 
recover materials present in the 
plow zone, as well as to expose 
features; 

• hand clearing couple with bush 
hogging of vegetation along the 
marsh edge to allow for small 
block excavations focusing on 
both structural remains and 
adjacent sheet midden areas. 

The historical research should include at 
least a week researching the District Tax 
Commission, Freedmen's Bureau, and School Farm 
records. While there are other local resources, we 
doubt that many of these will prove especially 
productive. An effort, however, should continue to 
be made to locate an early plat for Roupehnonde, 
which might help guide additional field research. 

The field research on the inland area 
should minimally anticipate hand clearing about 
two acres of pine to allow at least four 30 by 30 
foot block excavations. These excavations should 
be by hand since the site remains are exceedingly 
dense and these artifacts and fauna! remains may 
provide significant information addressing the 
previously outlined research topics. Mechanical 
stripping may be appropriate, but only after 
extensive hand excavations. 

Research along the marsh edge is likely to 
be more difficult. This area has very dense 
hardwood vegetation and thick, matted roots. 
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INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S HILL SCHOOL SITE 

Nevertheless, hand excavations in this area are 
required for a variety of reasons. Not only will the 
structural remains require very careful hand 
exposure, but n1ore aggressive n1echanical stripping 
would likely impact the marsh. Even here the 
artifact density is sufficiently high to warrant very 
careful hand excavations to assure the collection of 
an adequate satnple to address the research 
questions. 

In this area we believe that a n1U1in1un1 of 
six 20 by 20 foot blocks should be anticipated, in 
order to adequately expose, and san1ple, the 
different structural remains. 

52 



SOURCES CITED 

Adams, Natalie, Michael Trinkley, and Debi Hacker 
1995 Arclzaeological E~an1ination of 

Nineteenth Centray Rose Hill 
Plantation, Prince TVi/lian1 's Parisli, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina. 
Research Contrihution 174. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc .. Columbia. 

Amundson. Richard J. 
1967 Trescot, Sanford, and Sea Island 

Cotton. South Carolina Historical 
Magazine 68(1):31-36. 

Anderson, David G. 
1975 Inferences from Distributional 

Studies of Prehistoric Artifacts in the 
Coastal Plain of South Carolina. 
Southeastern Archaeological 
Conference Bulletin 18:180-194. 

1989 The Mississippian in South Carolina. 
In Studies in South Carolina 
Archaeology, edited by Albert C. 
Goodyear and Glen T. Hanson, pp. 
101-132. South Carolina Institute of 
Al'chaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

1985 Middle Woodland Societies on the 
Lower South Atlantic Slope: A View 
fron1 Georgia and South Carolina. 
Early Georgia 13:29-66. 

1994 The Sat1annah Rh:er Chiefdo1ns: 
Political Change in the Late Prehistoric 
Southeast. University of Alabama, 
Tuscaloosa. 

Anderson, David G. and Joseph Schuldenrein (editors) 
1985 Prehistoric Hunuin Ecology ~4long the 

Upper Sm•annah River: E'<cm•ations at 
the Rucker's Bottonz, Abbe1>ille and 
Bullard Site Groups. Common\vealth 
Associates, Inc., Jackson. Michigan. 
Submitted to Nationa'l Park Service, 
Archaeological Services Branch, 
Atlanta. 

Anderson, David G., Charles E. Cantley, and A. Lee 
Novick 

1982 The Matassee Lake Sites: 
Archaeological I1n•estigationsAlong the 
Lott1er Santee River in the Coastal 
Plain of South Carolina. 
Commonwealth Associates, Inc .. 
Jackson, Michigan. Submitted to 
NationalParkService,ATchaeological 
Services Branch, Atlanta. 

Anderson, David G., John S. Cable, Niels Taylor, and 
Christopher Judge 

1996 Indian Pottery of the Carolinas. 
Council of South Carolina 
Professional Archaeologists. 
Columbia. 

Barnwell, Stephen B. 
1969 The Story of An American Family. 

n.p., Marquette. 

Blanton, Dennis B .. Christopher T. Espenshade, and 
Paul E. Brockington, Jr. 

1986 AnAir:haeological Study of 38SU83: A 
Yadkin Phase Site in the Upper Coastal 
Plain of South Carolina. Garrow and 
Associates. Atlanta. Submitted to 
South Carolina Department Highways 
and Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Brockington, Paul, Michael Scardaville, Patrick H. 
Garrow, David Singer, Linda France, and Cheryl Holt 

1985 Rural Settle1nent in the Charleston Bay 
Area: Eighteenth and Nine.teenth 
Century Sites in the Mark Clark 
Expressway Conidor. Garrow and 
Associates, Atlanta. Submitted to the 
S.C. Department of Highways and 
Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Brooks. Mark and James D. Scurry 
l978 An Intensh·e An:haeologica/ Sun·ey of 

Amoco Realty Property in Beti<e/ey 
County, South Carolina l1Jith a Test of 
TJvoSubsistence~Settlen1entHypotheses 

for the Prehistoric Period. Research 
Manuscript Series 147. South 

53 



INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S HILL SCHOOL SITE 

Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Brooks, Mark. DJ. Colquhoun. J.G. Brown, and PA. 
Stone 

1989 Sea Level Change, Estuarine 
Development and Temporal 
Variability in Woodland Period 
Subsistence-Settlement Patterning on 
the Lower Coastal Plain of South 
Carolina. In Studies in Soutlt Carolina 
An:haeo/ogy, edited by Albert C. 
Goodyear and Glen T. Hanson, pp. 
91-100. Anthropological Studies 9. 
South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology. 
University of South Carolina. 
Columbia. 

Caldwell. Joseph R. 
1943 Q,ftural Relations of Four Indian Sites 

of the Georgia Coast. Unpublished 
Master"s thesis, Department of 
Anthropology. University of Chicago. 
Chicago. 

1958 Trend and Tradition in tlze Prehistory 
of the Easteni United States. MemoirS 
of the American Anthropological 
Association 88. 

Caldwell. Joseph R. and Catherine McCann 
1940 Semi-Annual Report on the 

Excavations in Chatham County. Ms. 
on file. Chicora Foundation, Inc .. 
Columbia. 

Carse, Robert 
1981 Department of the South· Hilton Head 

Island in the Civil War. State Printing. 
Columbia. 

Claassen, Cheryl . 

54 

1982 Shel/fishi11g Patterns: An A11alytical 
Shuly of Prehistoric Shell fron1 North 
Carolina Coastal Middens. Ph.D. 
dissertation. Hatvard University. 
University Microfilms. Ann Arbor. 

1986 Clam Seasonality. In Indian and 
Freedn1en Occupation at the Fish Haul 
Site (38BU805), Beaufort County, 
South CaroHna, edited by Michael 

Trinkley, pp. 323-327. Research 
Series 7. Chicora Foundation, Inc., 
Columbia. 

Claflin, William H. 
1931 The Stallings Island Mound, Colwnbia 

County, Georgia. Papers of the 
Peabody Museum of American 
Archaeology and Ethnology 14(1), 
Harvard University, Cambridge. 

Clowse, Converse D. 
1971 Eco1101nic BegimUngs in Colonial 

South Carolina, 1670-1730. University 
of South Carolina Press, Columbia. 

Coe, J offre L. 
1964 The Fom1ative Cultures of the Carolina 

Piednzont. Transactions of the 
AmericanPhilosophicalSociety54(5). 

Colquhoun, DJ .. MJ. Brooks. W.R. Abbott, F.W. 
Stapor, W.S. Newman, and RR. Pardi 

1980 Principles and Problems in 
Establishing a Holocene Sea-Level 
Curve for South Carolina. In 
E"t:cursion on Southeastenz Geology: 

Deagan, Kathleen 

The An:haeology-Geo/ogy of the 
Georgia Coast, edited by James D. 
Howard, Chester B. DePratter, and 
Robert W.Fray, pp.143-159. Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, 
Atlanta. 

1983 Spanish St. Augustine: The 
An::haeology of a Colonial Creole 
Co1nmunity. Academic Press. New 
York. 

DeBow, J.D.B. 
1853 11ie Sei•enth Census of the United 

States: 1850. Robert Annstrong. 
Washington, D.C. 

DePratter, Chester B. 
1979 Ceramics. In The Anthropology of St. 

Catherines Island 2. 11ie Refuge
Deptford Mortuary Complex, edited by 
David Hurst Thomas and Clark 
Spencer Larsen, pp. 109-132. 
Anthropological Papers 56(1). The 
American Museum of Natural 
History, New York. 



SOURCES CITED 

Derting. Keith M" Sharon L. Pekrul. Charles J. Rinehart 
1991 A Comprehensh•e Bibliography of 

South Carolina ~4rchaeology. Research 
Manuscript Series 211. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Drucker, Lesley and Ronald W. Anthony 
1978 An Archaeological Reconna;ssance of 

the Lake City Wasteu•ater Treatn1ent 
In1proven1e11ts Project. Carolina 
Archaeological Services, Columbia. 

Flint, Richard F. 
1971 Glacial and QuatenWl)' Geology. John 

Wiley and Sons. New York. 

Fairbanks, Charles H. 
1942 The Taxonomic Position of Stalling's 

Island,. Georgia. ~4tneric:an .Antiquity 
7:223-231. 

Federal Writers Project 
1938 Beaufort and the Sea Islands. Review 

Printing. Savannah. 

Ferguson. Leland G. 
1971 South Appalachian Mis._vissippian. 

Ph.D. Dissertation. University of 
North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
University Microfilms... Ann Arbor. 

1976 A11 Archaeological Sumy of a Fall 
Line Creek· Cane Creek Project, 
Richland County, South Carolina. 
Research Manuscript Series 94. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

n.d. Human Interaction in the lndiail 
Villages of La Florida: Anthropology 
and Archaeology. Ms. on tile. 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Ferris. Robert G. (editor) 
1968 Explorers and Settlers. U.S. 

Department of the Interior, National 
Park Service, Washington. D.C. 

Garrow. Patrick 
1982 Archaeological Investigations on the 

JVashington. D. C. Civic CenterSite. 
Soil Systems, Inc, np. Submitted to 
Historic Preservation Office. 
Department of Housing and 
Community Development. 
Government of the District of 
Columbia. 

Goodyear, Albert C .. !IL J~mes L. Michie, and Tommy 
Charles 

1989 The Earliest South Carolinians. In 
Studies in South CarolinaArc!Uleology. 
edited by Albert C. Goodyear and 
Glen T. Hanson, pp. 19-52. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina. Columbia. 

Griffin, James B. 
l943 

1945 

An Analysis and Interpretation of the 
Ceramic Remains from Two Sites 
Near Beaufort, S.C. Bureau of 
American Ethnology Bulletin 133:159-
167. 

Ceramic Collections from Two South 
Carolina Sites. Papers of the Michigan 
Acade111y of Sciences, Alts, and Letters 
30:465476. 

Hacker, Debi and Michael Trinkley 
1992 Cartographic Sun•ey of Historic Sites in 

Beaufort County, South Carolina. 
Research Contnbution 85. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc .. Columbia. 

Hanson, Glen T., Jr. 
1982 The Analysis of Late Archaic-Early 

Woodland Adaptive Change Along 
the Middle Savannah River. A 
Proposed Study. South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology Notebook 14:1-38. 

Hoffman. Paul E. 
1984 The Chicora Legend and Franco

Spanish Rivalry in La Florida. The 
Florida H'istorica/ Quarterly 62:419-
438. 

Holmgren. Virginia C. 
1959 Hilton Head· A Sea Island Chronicle. 

55 



INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S IDLL SCHOOL SITE 

Hilton Head Island Publishing, Hilton 
Head Island, South Carolina. 

Huneycutt, Dwight J. 
1949 The Econon1ics of the Indigo Industry 

in South Carolina. Unpublished MA. 
111esis. Department of Economics. 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Johnson, Guion G. 
1969 A Social History of the Sea Islands. 

Negro Universities Press. New York. 

Kennedy, Joseph C.G. 
1864 Agriculture of the United State in 1860. 

Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 

Kennedy. Linda and Marian D. Roberts 
1993 ~4rchaeological Data Reco11ery at 

38BU1289, Beaufort County, South 
l....,arolina: Antebellum Life•vays in 
Rural Prince Wi/Uan1 Parish. 
Brockington and Associates. Inc .. 
Atlanta. 

Lawrence, David 
1986 Oysters from the Fish Haul Site. In 

Indian and Freedtnen Occupation at 
t/ze Fish Haul Site (38BU805). 
Beaufolf County, South Carolb,ia, 
edited by Michael Trinkley, pp. 328-
333. Research Series 7. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc .. Columbia. 

Lepionka, Larry, Donald Colquhoun. Rochelle 
Marrinan, David McColl~ Mark Brooks, John Foss. 
William Abbott. and Ramona Grunden 

1983 The Second Refuge Site, Location 22 
(38JA61), Savannah Narional Wildlife 
Refuge, Jasper County, South Carolina. 
University of South Carolina. 
Beaufort. Submitted to National Park 
Service, Inter-agency ArchaeologicaJ 
Services, Atlanta. 

Lipscombe, Terry 

56 

1974 South Carolina Revolutionary Battles: 
Part II. Nan1es in South Carolina 
21:23-27. 

Mathew. William M. (editor) 
1992 Agriculture, Geology, and Society ill 

Antebelluni South Carolina: 17ze 
Prit•ate Diary1 of Edtnund Ruffi.111 1843. 
University of Georgia, Athens. 

Mathews. Thomas. Frank Stapor, Jr., Charles Richter, 
John Milgarese, Michael McKenzie, and Lee Barclay 

1980 &ological Cliamcterization of the Sea 
Island Region of South Carolina and 
Georgia. volume 1. Office of 
Biological Services. United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Washington, D,c. 

McGuire, Mary Jennie 
1982 Getting T11eir Hands on the Land: 

Black Famiers in St. Helena Parish, 
1861-1900. Unpublished M.A. thesis, 
Department of History, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia. 

1985 Getting Their Ha11ds on the Land: The 
Revolution in St. Helena Parish 1861-
1900. Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
South Carolina. University 
Microfilms. Ann Arbor. 

Michie, James L 
1977 Early Man in South Carolina. Honor's 

Thesis. Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

1980 An Intensive Shoreline Szuvey of 
~4rchaeological Sites in Porl Royal 
Sound and the Broad River Estuary, 
Beaufort County. Research 
Manuscript Series 167. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolin~ Columbia. 

Milanich, Jerald T. and Charles H. Fairbanks 
1980 FloridaArcliaeology, Academic Press. 

New York. 

Mills. Robert 
1972 (1826] Statistics of South Carolina. 

Hurlert and Lloyd, Charleston. 1972 
facsimile ed. The Reprint Company, 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 



SOURCES CITED 

Mooney. James 
1894 

Peterson. Drexel 
1971 

Phelps, David S. 
1983 

1984 

The Siouan Tribes of the East. 
Bulletin 22. Bureau of American 
Ethnology, Washington. D.C. 

Tin1e and Settle1nent in the 
Arr:Jzaeology of Groton Pla11tation1 

South Carolina. Unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, Harvard University, 
Cambridge. 

Archaeology of the North Carolina 
Coast and Coastal Plain: Problems 
and Hypotheses. In The Prehistory of 
Norlh Carolina: An Arr:Jzaeological 
Sytnposium, edited by Mark A. 
Mathis and Jeffrey J. Crow, pp. 1·51. 
North carolina Division of Archives 
and History, Raleigh. 

An;haeology of the Tillett Site: The 
First Fis/zing Con1nzunity at JVanclzese, 
Roanoke Island. Archaeological 
Research Report 6. East Carolina 
University. Greenville. North 
Carolina. 

Quattlebaum, Paul 
1956 The Land Called Chicora. University 

of Florida Press, Gainesville. 

Rose, Willie Lee 
1964 Rehearsal for Reconstn1ctio1i· 111e Port 

Royal Etperin1enr. Oxford University . 
Press, London. 

Rowland. Lawrence S. 
1971 The American Rc,."'l•olution and its 

Background in the Port Royal ~4rea of 
South Carolina. Unpublished MA. 
thesis. Department of History, 
University of South Carolina. 
Columbia. 

1978 Eighteenth Centr11y Beaufort: ~4 Study 
of South Carolina's Southen1 Parishes 
to 1800. Unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, Department of History, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

-- --- ---- --------------

Rowland, 'Lawrence S., Alexander Moore, and George 
C. Rogers, Jr. 

1996 The History of Beaufort Counly, South 
Carolina. vol. 1. University of South 
Carolina Press, Columbia. 

Sandifer, Paul A. John V. Miglarese, Dale R. Calder, 
John J. Manzi, and Lee A, Barclay 

1980 Ecological Characterization of the Sea 
Island Coastal Region of South 
Carolina and Ge.orgia, vol. 3. Office of 
Biological Services, Fish and Wtldlife 
Service, Washington, DC. 

Sassaman, Kenneth E .. Mark J. Brooks, Glen T. Hanson. 
and David G. Anderson 

1989 Technical Synthesis of Prehistoric 
Archaeological Investigations on the 
Savannah River Site, Aiken and 
Barnwell Counties, South Carolina. 
Draft ms. on file, Savannah River 
Archaeological Research Program, 
South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Scurry. James and Mark Brooks 
1980 An Intensive Archaeological Swvey of 

the South Carolina State Ports 
Authority's Belli•imv Plantation, 
Clzarleston, Saudi Carolina. Research 
Manuscript Series 157. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthrop9logy, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Simpkins, Dan and D. Scoville 
1986 Isolation and Identification of 

Spanish Moss Fiber from a Sample of 
Stallings and Orange Series Ceramics. 
American Antiquity 51:102-117. 

South, Stanley 
1960 

1971 

An Archaeological Survey of 
Southeastern North Carolina. Ms. on 
file. Research Laboratories of 
Anthropology, University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

Archaeology at the Charles Towne Site 
(38CHI) on Albemarle Point in Soudi 
Carolina. Research Manuscript Series 
10. South Carolina Institute of 

57 



INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED GRAY'S HILL SCHOOL SITE 

1979 

1980 

Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

The Search for Santa Elena on Parris 
Island, South Carolina. Research 
Manuscript Series 150. S.C. Institute 
of Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

The Discovel)' of Santa Elena. 
Research Manuscript Series 165. S.C. 
Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina. Colun1bia. 

1982a A Search for the French Charlesfort of 
1562. Research Manuscript Series 
177. S.C. Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, University of 
South Carolina. Columbia. 

1982b E'ploring Santa Elena 1981. Research 
Manuscript Series 184. S.C. Institute 
of Archaeol~gy and Anthropology. 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

1983 Revealing Santa Elena 1982. Research 
Manuscript Series 188. S.C. Institute 
of Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Starr. Rebecca K. 
1984 A Place Called Daufuskie: Island 

Bridge to G,•orgia 1520-1830. 
Unpublished M.A. Thesis, 
Department of History, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia. 

Stoltman, James B. 
1974 Groton Plantation: An Archaeological 

Sn1dy of a Sourlt Caiolina Localiry. 
Monographs of the Peabody Museum 
1, Harvard University, cambridge. 

Stuart. George E. 

58 

1975 The Post-Archaic 
Central South 

Occupation of 
Carolina. Ph.D. 

dissertation, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill. University 
Microfilms, Ann Arbor. 

Stuck. W.M. 
1980 Soil Survey of Beaufort and Jasper 

Counties, South Carolina. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service. Washington, 
D.C. 

Sutherland, Donald R. 
1973 Preliminary Analysis of Ceramic 

Materials Recovered from the 
Spanish Mount site. Edisto Island. 
S.C. South Carolina Antiquitie._~ 

5(2):46-50. 

1974 

Swanton, John R. 

Excavations at the Spanish Mount 
Shell Midden, Edisto Island, S.C. 
South Carolina Antiquities 6(1 ):25-36. 

1946 The lridums of the Southeastem United 
States. Bulletin 137. Smithsonian 
Institution, Bureau of American 
Ethnology, Washington, D.C. 

1952 

Trinkley, Michae.1 

The Indian Tribes of North America. 
Bulletin 145. Bureau of American 
Ethnology, Smithsonian Institution, 
Washington, D.C. 

1974 Report of Archaeological Testing at 
the Love Site (SoC'240), South 
carolina. Southem bidian Studies 
25:1-18. 

1980a Investigation of the Woodland Period 
~4long the South Carolina Coast. Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill. University 
Microfilms, Ann Arbor. 

1980b A Typology of Thom's Creek Pottery 
for the South Carolina Coast. South 
Carolina Antiquities 12(1):1-35. 

1980c Additional l1n1estigations at Site 
38LY5. South carolina Department 
of Highways and Public 
Transportation, Columbia. 

1981a McOe!lanville, Jeremy, Wachesaw, 
and catawba Pottery from the 
Central South carolina Coast. 
Council of South Carolina Professional 


	00006363
	00006364
	00006365
	00006366
	00006367
	00006368
	00006369
	00006370
	00006371
	00006372
	00006373
	00006374
	00006375
	00006376
	00006377
	00006378
	00006379
	00006380
	00006381
	00006382
	00006383
	00006384
	00006385
	00006386
	00006387
	00006388
	00006389
	00006390
	00006391
	00006392
	00006393
	00006394
	00006395
	00006396
	00006397
	00006398
	00006399
	00006400
	00006401
	00006402
	00006403
	00006404
	00006405
	00006406
	00006407
	00006408
	00006409
	00006410
	00006411
	00006412
	00006413
	00006414
	00006415
	00006416
	00006417
	00006418
	00006419
	00006420
	00006421
	00006422
	00006423
	00006424
	00006425
	00006426
	00006427

